This paper takes advantage of a recent large firm-level dataset to compare labor indicators of privatized, private, and public firms around the world, particularly wages, benefits, labor composition, education and training, unionization, and quality of management. While labor productivity increases after privatization, the ratio of permanent workers to temporary workers also increases. Convergence depends to some degree on the quality of the institutions, namely, the rule of law. Not only is this true for the ratio of permanent workers to temporary workers, but also for education of the workforce, and for the manager's years of experience. On the other hand, the rule of law appears to be less important in the case of labor productivity and training.
Introduction
While there is some empirical evidence showing that labor productivity tends to increase following privatization, the reasons for this increase in productivity remain unclear. Critics of privatization argue that employment reductions are the crucial factor. While the scant available evidence indicates that labor cost reductions are a source of the gains after privatization, these savings do not explain the bulk of the higher observed profitability (La Porta and López-deSilanes, 1999) . Increased labor productivity may not necessarily be due solely to labor cost reductions, and, even when it is, other productivity-enhancing measures may play a role, since labor cost reductions can also come from lower wages and benefits. 2 In fact, transfers from workers to profits may move in opposite directions. The fraction of profitability changes that may be attributed to labor cost savings encompasses the lower costs stemming from layoffs and the higher costs from wage increases for the remaining workers. It is believed that pay differentials tend to increase, partly in response to labor market conditions and especially in order to attract and provide incentives in the recruitment and retention of both experienced and skilled professionals and managers (World Bank, 2005) . At the same time, it is said that privatization tends to produce "flatter" organizations, removing layers of middle management as labor contracts tend to be simplified, allowing managers to deploy workers in more flexible ways. Workers and unions are generally concerned that a post-privatization focus on profit and financial performance on the part of the private operator will lead to a deterioration of working conditions because of an unwarranted intensification of work, which may be expected in the context of increasing productivity. Thus, working hours may increase (World Bank, 2005) .
Additionally, it is believed that there may be an erosion of national-level collective bargaining, with a shift to enterprise-level bargaining or individual pay determination, a trend intensified by the increased use of subcontractors. Finally, it is expected that pay systems may change after privatization, as new managers will seek to relate earnings more directly to productivity performance. Privatization may have compositional effects on the labor force and hurt unskilled workers disproportionately (World Bank, 2005) .
2 Chong and López-de-Silanes (2006) provide evidence that for some Latin American countries, the real and industry-adjusted wages of workers in privatized firms increased after privatization. Both real and industry-adjusted wages for median firms increased by about 100 percent in Mexico and Peru. Bolivia enjoyed real wage increases of almost 110 percent, while in Argentina the industry-adjusted increase was about 70 percent. Colombia showed the smallest increase, but even in this case, workers in privatized firms increased their wages more than others in the private sector.
This paper focuses on a relatively broad set of labor outcomes and analyzes the differences between a very large number of private, public, and privatized firms around the world, mostly in emerging markets. In particular, it examines whether any differences are structural and whether convergence between privatized and private firms may occur, and also looks at the role of the rule of law. The specific focus is on wages, benefits, labor composition, education and training, unionization, and quality of management. 3 While there has been some theoretical work on the link between privatization and labor outcomes (Haskel and Szymansky, 1992) , this is to our knowledge the first cross-section paper at the firm level that provides empirical evidence in a systematic manner. 4 Furthermore, the country-specific empirical evidence that is available is limited and focuses almost exclusively on the impact of specific sectors on employment and wages. For instance, Monteiro (2003) argues that the wages of workers in the Portuguese banking sector follow a non-monotonic pattern after privatization. She finds that wages decrease at first, but later recover and converge to privatesector wages. Similarly, Chong, López-de-Silanes and Torero (2007) also find that wages in Peru show an initial negative effect but later return to private-sector standards. They also find that various measures of quality of life converge toward the standards of the private sector. Workers who were able to remain in the companies after privatization were better off than those who were laid off, partly because the companies were more productive or oligopolistic. These results counter the belief that workers lose in the long term after privatization and that workers who lose their jobs are condemned to unemployment or poverty.
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Whereas most of the scant studies on labor outcomes after privatization focus on wages, there are several issues that have remained unanswered. For example, the rise in average wages depends on the composition of the dismissed workers. If the dismissed workers were those with less qualifications and lower wages, the average wage will go up. However, blue-collar workers appear to actually fare better than their white-collar counterparts. Chong and Lopez-de-Silanes 3 We are not able to make a rigorous impact evaluation of workers after privatization, as we do not have pre-and post-privatization data, but only have information on workers who stayed in firms after privatization. 4 Haskel and Szymanski (1992) develop a theoretical model in which the objective function of the privatized firm focuses on profit maximization and the minimization of the union's bargaining power. Their model predicts convergence between wages in the privatized firms and other private firms. 5 Other relevant studies that focus on wages and employment are Tansel (1998) , who uses retrospective data for Turkey; Galiani and Sturzenegger (2005) , who focus on a single firm in Argentina; Haskel and Syzmanski (1993) , who study the United Kingdom; Brown, Earle, and Vakhitov (2006) , who study Ukraine; and Chong and López-deSilanes (2005) , who show that adverse selection plagues privatization retrenchment programs, which casts doubt on the negative impact on employment. (2006) show that wages for a cross-section of firms appear to exhibit the same trend, with sharp rises in blue-collar real and industry-adjusted wages and smaller, though still substantial, wage increases for white-collar workers. It appears that unskilled workers do not fare worse than skilled labor after privatization.
The paper is organized as follows. The next section describes the data employed, especially recently released firm data from the World Bank that cover a large number of countries. The third section presents the empirical approach, the fourth section presents the findings, and Section 5 analyzes convergence patterns between privatized and private firms. The sixth section focuses on the role of institutions, particularly the rule, and the Section 7 considers potentially omitted variables. Finally, Section 8 summarizes and concludes.
Data
Our main data source is the Productivity and the Investment Climate from the World Bank (2006), a comprehensive firm-level survey that covers several thousand business establishments in about 75 countries. The main objective of the survey was to provide governments and privatesector agents with quantitative data to allow them to adequately assess the business environment and firm performance in an internationally comparable data set. The main focus of the survey is on the microeconomic and structural dimensions of a country's business environment. Thus, the survey provides considerable detail on factors related to the effective functioning of product markets, financial and non-financial factor markets, and infrastructure services, including weaknesses in the legal, regulatory, and institutional frameworks. The data also include questions on the characteristics of the business and the investment climate in which it operates, and general information about the firm such as ownership, activities, location, sales and supplies, investment climate constraints, infrastructure, and services. With respect to labor relations, the survey includes wages, compensation, the skills of workers, status and training, the availability of skills, unionization, business-government relations, and several others.
The data-collection process occurred between 2000 and 2005 via face-to-face interviews with managing directors, accountants, human-resource managers, and other relevant company staff. A multiple stages sampling stratified by size, sector, and location was employed within each country, based on census groups, tax authorities registries, and commercial lists. We take advantage of the available detailed information on current and previous ownership of the firm, which includes questions about the current major shareholder, former state ownership of the firm, whether a privatization process occurred, and if so, the year it took place. Also, unlike other firm-based surveys, this one includes a broad section on labor relations, which provides detailed information on the wages and compensation of temporary and permanent workers, the composition of the workforce with regard to tenure, educational level, training, unionization rates, and days of production lost due to strikes and civil unrest. Table 1 provides definitions of all the variables employed in this paper and Table 2 provides corresponding summary statistics.
Our most complete sample includes 34,751 firms in 75 countries. 6 The geographical composition of our sample includes many African, Latin American, and Eastern European countries, regions where privatization was pursued more actively. This is shown in Table 3 . The other countries in the sample are mostly in Asia and Africa. About 5 percent of the interviewed firms were involved in a privatization process, and about the same percentage are state-owned firms. While some countries have privatized much more than others, the overall numbers are consistent with the percentages of privatized firms around the world when using other sources (World Bank, 2006) . The Appendix provides basic simple correlation measures among the variables employed.
Empirical Approach
In order to study the possible impact of privatization on a relatively wide variety of labor outcomes, our empirical analysis is based on a parsimonious but comprehensive approach. In particular, we estimate an empirical specification of the form: owned by the government but that now have a private agent as the major shareholder. Also, sales ijkt denotes the natural logarithm of the total sales during the last fiscal year in real thousand dollars. This variable is intended to control for the effects of the size of the firm on labor outcomes. 7 We also include country, industry, and year fixed effects, which are represented by the terms  j , k , and  t , respectively. Finally,  ijkt is an error term. In fact, unlike other firm-level surveys, the Investment Climate dataset includes an industry categorization based on the threedigit ISIC codes. 8 As mentioned above, this allows us to control for effects due to particular industry structures or productivity differences across industries. The case of natural monopolies in public services provides a good example of the need to control for particular industry effects.
As is well known, when private firms take control of public enterprises, regulatory issues are crucial because the lack of competitors and the regulatory burden may have an impact on prices and on the make up of the contractual arrangements related to the factors of production, especially human capital.
It may be argued that endogeneity issues could pose a problem in the empirical approach of this paper. For example, it has been suggested that the existence of labor streamlining activities could signal that a firm is in bad shape. A firm that is being streamlined may decide to pursue privatization not because of the streamlining activities themselves, but because such a reform may be pursued precisely when firms are inefficient and unprofitable in the first place. If this effect is not controlled for, it might be possible to incorrectly conclude that labor restructuring can cause lower rates of privatization. Endogeneity may arise, for example, as governments try to restructure the labor force of state-owned telecom enterprises before the sale in order to raise the privatization price. The resulting sign may be a reflection that firms in bad 7 In alternative specifications we normalized this variable using number of workers. The results are very similar and are available from the authors upon request. shape are downsizing labor. For instance, if the unobservable characteristics of a firm are positively correlated with the presence of strong unions and frequent strikes, the government may be particularly interested in dismantling them.
In fact, endogeneity does not appear to be of great concern in this paper for several reasons. In most cases in our sample, privatization occurred roughly 10 years before the firm survey was taken-on average 9.7 years before. Furthermore, privatization processes are typically embedded in the context of a much larger reform process, so the decision to privatize may not depend on the particular characteristics of a firm, but rather on a country-level political decision. In this context, it is reasonable to believe that labor outcomes, or workers' characteristics, will not affect the decision to pursue privatization. This is particularly true in emerging markets, where most of the privatization processes pursued by governments have been on massive or quasi-massive levels and where essentially all privatizations were the result of overriding political decisions in the context of structural reforms (Chong and López-de-Silanes, 2005) . Given the fact that our sample size consists of mostly emerging markets, we believe the argument above is reasonably solid. 9 Even assuming that endogeneity may be a potentially relevant issue with regard to the empirical approach of this paper, most of the labor variables employed as dependent variables are very unlikely to be endogenous. In fact, this is the case for the following variables: (i) experience of the manager; (ii) education of the workforce; (iii) training of the workforce; (iv) composition of the workforce; and, admittedly, to a lesser extent, wages and productivity. As a further robustness check in the latter two cases-wages and productivity-we apply an instrumental variables approach. As unlikely as it may be, especially in emerging markets, it is theoretically possible that endogeneity may drive privatization decisions when firms are not productive enough or when excessive pay and benefits is present. Table 4 shows the results when using the benchmark specification (1) for a broad set of labor outcomes. The first column shows the dependent variables while the other columns report the estimated coefficients of the independent variables. Our variables of interest are the dummies for both private and privatized firms. As defined in Table 1 , a private firm dummy takes a value of 1 when the firm is owned by a private agent and always has been like this, and 0 otherwise. A firm is defined as private if the largest shareholder is an individual, family, domestic company, foreign company, bank, investment fund, manager of the firm, or employee of the firm. On the other hand, a privatized firm is defined as one that used to be owned by the government but whose largest shareholder at the time of the survey was a private agent, as defined as above. The variable employed is a dummy variable that takes the value of 1 when the above definition holds and 0 otherwise. Government-owned enterprises are used as the base category.
Findings
Along the lines of several recent studies (Megginson and Netter, 2001; Chong and López-de-Silanes, 2005) , we find evidence of improved performance in both private and privatized firms in terms of productivity, which is significantly higher than that of state-owned firms.
Interestingly, when testing the ratio of total wages and compensation divided by total gross sales, we find a statistically significant difference in labor productivity in the case of permanent workers, but not temporary workers, since the coefficients of both the private firm and privatized firm dummies yield statistically significant and negative coefficients. That is, for a given level of wages and compensation to permanent workers, total sales and benefits must be higher in both private and privatized firms in relation to-state-owned enterprises. Notice that the productivity of permanent workers appears to be higher in private firms than in privatized ones. This does not hold in the case of temporary workers, in which case we do not observe any significant differences in productivity. This is also shown in Table 4 .
Somewhat surprisingly, the observed difference in labor productivity between permanent and temporary workers is not reflected in average wages. In fact, when focusing on the wage structure it is clear that, on average, privatized firms tend to pay higher wages to their managerial staff than to unskilled or production workers, as shown by the fact that the coefficient of the wages of managers is statistically significant at conventional levels but is not so in the case of unskilled and production workers. Interestingly, this finding is partly consistent with the conventional wisdom that less-qualified workers tend to be losers in privatization processes (Kikeri, 1999) . 10 It is also consistent with the typical relative supply of labor in emerging markets. Whereas the supply of less-qualified workers is abundant, the supply of highly qualified workers and managers is quite scarce. Furthermore, there is a growing literature analyzing remunerations to top managers, which argues that the salaries paid to executives and top managers tend to rise after privatization since pay-scale constraints are released, and since executives are also more explicitly linked to observable measures of firm performance and have more bargaining power. Another important argument states that privatized firms tend to invest more widely in the managerial sector in order to restructure the firm and catch up with the organizational structures of the private sector. Our results may be reflecting this fact.
An additional strand of the literature claims that privatization leads to significant reductions in the rights of workers as well as in job security (Feffer, 2005) . The main argument is that the new jobs at privatized firms are offered mostly through temporary contracts, particularly in the case of unskilled workers. This type of contract tends to be more flexible in terms of firing and hiring, but it also reduces protection and effective compensation to workers. We further analyze this issue by including the ratio of temporary to total workers as a dependent variable;
the results are shown in Table 4 . We also find some slight differences in the proportion of permanent skilled workers who receive job training with respect to unskilled workers who do so.
Privatized firms train a smaller proportion of their unskilled workers when compared with private and state-owned enterprises, which is consistent with the fact that the government tends to provide more labor stability than private enterprises. It has been claimed that private companies groom skilled workers for managerial positions, while lower-skilled tasks tend to be left to temporary workers (Chong and López-de-Silanes, 2005 ).
Long-term contracts, such as those offered by the government or to qualified workers in private firms, may provide incentives for employers to invest in human capital. In fact, this appears to be the case. Regarding the allocation of training among permanent workers by type of firm, we obtain negative coefficients for our private and privatized dummies only in the corresponding regression that takes into account the proportion of unskilled workers who received training. Interestingly, when testing the proportion of skilled workers who received training, we do not find any statistically significant differences among firms. Thus, it appears that privatized firms offer less formal training to their unskilled workers compared to government firms.
As expected, state-owned firms have much higher unionization rates than private and privatized firms. Unsurprisingly, we also find that bigger firms, as measured by total sales, have bigger unions. Also, the dummy for privatized firms yields negative but statistically insignificant coefficients. Perhaps privatized firms still have to honor some contracts and labor structures from the time they were state-owned. Interestingly, we do not observe any statistically significant differences among type of firms with respect to lost days of production or strikes and civil unrest.
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When it comes to the education of the labor force, we find some substantial differences among types of firms. Although the workforce composition within privatized firms is skewed toward workers with lower educational levels, we also find that the top managers in privatized firms have significantly more experience in the field than those elsewhere. This evidence reinforces the conventional wisdom in the developing world that privatized firms place particular emphasis on the managerial staff.
Convergence between Private and Privatized Firms
Why are there any differences between privatized and private firms if they both operate under the same set of rules and incentives? A possible explanation may be that time matters. Privatized firms cannot be transformed from one day to the next, and there may be an adjustment period after which full convergence may occur (Chong, López-de-Silanes and Torero, 2007) . To test this idea, we replace the dummy for privatized firms with another explanatory variable that captures the number of years since the state-owned enterprise became private. 12 The results are shown in Table 5 . The interpretation of the regression coefficients is straightforward. If we obtain the same sign for both the coefficient of the private firm dummy and for the number of years since privatization occurred, a convergence pattern may be present, since the marginal effect of the continuous variable will point toward an increase, or decrease, for each year since the privatization occurred.
In the case of the labor-productivity measures considered in this paper, we do not find evidence of a convergence pattern between private and privatized firms, either in terms of the productivity of permanent workers or of temporary workers. Furthermore, when focusing on wages, we find no statistically significant differences among private, privatized, or state-owned firms in terms of wages and compensation to permanent and temporary workers. A similar finding holds in the case of the managerial staff. Namely, there are no statistically significant 11 Because of space constraints, these results are not shown in the tables but are available from the authors upon request. 12 Our sample did not include privatized firms that became state-owned firms again.
differences between types of ownership and managerial pay over time. Again, convergence does not appear to occur.
However, in the case of number of temporary workers vis-à-vis number of permanent workers, we find evidence that convergence between private and privatized firms may occur, as our variable of interest-years after privatization-yields a positive coefficient that is statistically significant. We also find that privatized firms offer less training to their unskilled workers, compared with both state-owned and private-sector firms. Interestingly, this gap tends to increase as time since privatization increases. This result may be construed as giving credence to the view that, at least in this aspect, privatization tends to be less beneficial to more vulnerable workers, since they are typically the ones who occupy unskilled occupations; however, it is unclear if this is actually the case since we do not have information on the rate of workers who go from temporary to permanent status.
Finally, in terms of the educational levels of the workforce, we also find a divergence rather than a convergence pattern among types of firms. The results are shown in Table 5 .
Privatized firms tend to have more uneducated workers and fewer employees with more than 12 years of formal education, while private firms seem to concentrate relatively highly educated workers. The pattern diverges as time since privatization increases. This may occur because of technological differences between types of firms. Human capital requirements may be different for newly privatized firms as machinery and equipment for such firms are typically more capital intensive. This is somewhat consistent with previous findings in Latin America (Chong and López-de-Silanes, 2005) .
Rule of Law
A further reason for a lack of convergence in several labor outcomes between private-sector firms and privatized firms may be a rather poor institutional setting that does not allow firms to take full advantage of existing market conditions (World Bank, 2006) . Table 6 shows the results when a proxy for rule of law is included (ICRG, 2006) . Unlike the previous section, we do observe a pattern of convergence between private firms and privatized firms in the case of productivity of permanent workers.
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13 We have already shown that there is no difference in the productivity of the temporary workers.
Also, when it comes to the wages and compensation of temporary workers, the private sector seems to pay more than the government or privatized firms, but this only happens when we control for rule of law. The enforceability of labor legislation may explain these results. A strange result obtained here is a divergence between the average wages of permanent workers in private and privatized firms within a context of good institutional quality. As time goes by, private firms tend to pay higher wages to permanent workers, whereas privatized firms tend to pay lower ones.
The results shown in previous sections regarding the percentage of temporary workers in the workforce hold even after controlling for institutional quality. This means that regardless of the level of rule of law, privatized and private firms always have a more flexible workforce than government-owned firms, which allows them to easily adapt their production capacity to the business cycle. Also, there is a convergence in the composition of the workforce in terms of the educational level between private and privatized firms under an adequate institutional setting, which is consistent with the findings above. Finally, the differences observed between privatized, private, and government-owned firms with respect to the percentage of the workforce that receives on-the-job training disappear once we control for institutional quality.
Potentially Omitted Variables
The aim of this section is to assess the robustness of the results in the previous section by Using our benchmark specification, we augment our empirical models by using the pool of ancillary variables X A . The idea is to choose up to two variables at a time, and perform regressions using all the possible combinations based on our pool of ancillary variables. 15 In general, we find that our key results do not change, since all of the coefficients of the variables of interest that yield statistically significant coefficients are also statistically significant under this sensitivity test as well.
Summary and Conclusions
This paper examines the link between privatization and a broad set of labor outcomes for a cross section of firms in several emerging markets around the world. While some recent studies have focused on the impact of privatization on employment, and to a much lesser extent on wages, most of this research tends to focus on one specific country and in several cases yields somewhat contradictory results that stress the need for further empirical work. Focusing on the potential labor differences between private, public, and privatized firms for a very large number of firms around the world, we are able to examine whether any differences between firms are structural or whether convergence may occur, and investigate the determinants of such behavior. The particular focus in this paper is on wages, benefits, labor composition, education and training, unionization, and quality of management. We find that while labor productivity increases after privatization, the ratio of permanent workers to temporary workers increases, and that convergence toward the average labor outcome depends to some degree on the quality of the institutions, namely, the rule of law. This is particularly true in the case of the ratio of temporary workers to permanent workers, the education of the workforce, and the years of experience of the manager. On the other hand, we find that the rule of law appears to be less important in the case of labor productivity and training. 15 The ancillary variables employed are urban, percentage of female workers, fiscal deficit, inflation rate, rate of growth, income inequality, size of the informal sector, perception of corruption at the firm level, and perception of bureaucratic quality at the firm level. The source for all the variables except the informal sector is the World Bank (2006). For the informal sector variable, the source is Chong and Gradstein (2007) . We test our basic specification for all possible combinations of ancillary variables and compute the coefficient estimates, its variance, the (integrated) likelihood, and the individual cdf(0) for each regression. This is summarized in the following vector:
(ii) We compute the aggregate cdf(0) of our coefficient of interest  I as the weighted average of all individual cdf(0)s   

. The variable of interest is said to be strongly correlated (i.e., is robust) with probability of ending up on a determined quintile if the weighted cdf(0), is greater than or equal to 0.95.
Table 1. Definitions of Variables Variable Definition
Government owned Dummy variable that takes the value of 1 when the firm is owned by the government and 0o otherwise. A firm is defined as government owned if the government or government agency (local or national) is the firm's largest shareholder. Private Dummy variable that takes the value of 1 when the firm is owned by a private agent and 0 otherwise. A firm is defined as private if the firm's largest shareholder is an individual, family, domestic company, foreign company, bank, investment fund, manager of the firm, or the employee of the firm. Privatized Dummy variable that takes the value of 1 when the firm has been privatized and 0 otherwise. A firm is defined as privatized when it was owned by the government at some point and currently the largest shareholder is a private agent (as defined above). Time since privatization Time between the moment when the firm was privatized and the moment of the interview. For the cases when the firm has never been privatized, this variable takes the value of 0. Total wages and compensation (perm. workers)/Total sales Ratio between the total wages plus compensation paid by the firm to permanent workers (all benefits, including food, transportation, social security, etc) and total sales made by the firm during the last fiscal year. Total wages and comp. (temp. workers)/Total sales Ratio between the total wages plus compensation paid by the firm to temporary workers (all benefits, including food, transportation, social security, etc) and total sales made by the firm during the last fiscal year. Log(Average wages and compensation temp. workers) Average wages and compensation paid by the firm to each temporary worker (all benefits, including food, transportation, social security, etc). It is calculated as the quotient between the wages and compensation paid to temporary workers divided by the average number of temporary workers employed during the last fiscal year. Average wages perm. Workers Average wages and compensation paid by the firm to each permanent worker (all benefits, including food, transportation, social security, etc). It is calculated as the log of the quotient between the wages and compensation paid to temporary workers and the average number of temporary workers employed during the last fiscal year. Average wages perm. workers (managers) Average wages and compensation paid by the firm to each permanent worker in a managerial position (all benefits, including food, transportation, social security, etc) It is calculated as the log between the wages and compensation paid to temporary workers divided by the average number of temporary workers employed during the last fiscal year. Log(Average wages perm. workers (prod. workers)) Average wages and compensation paid by the firm to each permanent production (skilled and unskilled) worker (all benefits, including food, transportation, social security, etc). It is calculated as the quotient between the wages and compensations paid to temporary workers divided by the average number of temporary workers employed during the last fiscal year. Temporary workers/Total number of workers Ratio between the average number of temporary workers during the last year and the average number of workers in the firm. % perm. skilled employees that received training last year Percentage of total permanent skilled employees who received formal training during the last year.
Percent permanent unskilled employees who received training last year
Percentage of total permanent unskilled employees who received formal training during the last year.
Percent of workforce with less than 12 yrs. Education
Percentage of workforce at the establishment with less than 12 years of formal education.
Percent of workforce with more than 12 yrs. Education
Percentage of workforce at the establishment with more than 12 years of formal education ("some university or higher").
Experience of top manager
Years of experience of the top manager in the field Rule of Law Synthetic Index that includes several indicators measuring the extent to which agents have confidence in and abide by the rules of society. These include perceptions of the incidence of crime, the effectiveness and predictability of the judiciary, and the enforceability of contracts. Together, these indicators measure the success of a society in developing an environment in which fair and predictable rules form the basis for economic and social interactions, and importantly, the extent to which property rights are protected. Higher indicator denotes a higher quality rule of law. We use the average value of this index for year 2000 (ICRG, 2006 . Sales Natural logarithm of the total sales, expressed in thousand of constant 2000 US dollars. Years of exp. of the top manager in the field -0.992 (1.231) 2.111 (1.161)* 0.345 (0.073)*** 17839 0.02 The dependent variables are shown in the first column, and the control and interest variables are shown in the next columns. All results come from country fixed effects regressions using industry and year dummies. Also, as in Table 5 , we control for the log of total sales in the previous fiscal year. Heteroskedasticy robust standard errors are corrected for clusters at the industry and country levels in all cases (shown in parentheses). * significant at 10 percent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent. The dependent variables are shown in the first column, and the control and interest variables are shown in the next columns. All results come from country fixed effects regressions using industry and year dummies. Also, as in Table 5 , we control for the log of total sales in the previous fiscal year. Heteroskedasticy robust standard errors are corrected for clusters at the industry and country levels in all cases (shown in parentheses). * significant at 10 percent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent. The dependent variables are shown in the first column. In the next columns we report the overall effect of private dummy, and the time after privatization for the mean value of Rule of Law within the sample considered; the coefficient and standard errors reported are obtained after running fixed effects regressions (country, year, and time levels are accounted for), which include private dummy, the time since privatization, the interactive terms between each of these variables and Rule of Law, and the log of total sales. Full regression results are available upon request to the authors. Heteroskedasticy robust standard errors are corrected for clusters at the industry and the country levels in all cases (shown in parentheses). * significant at 10 percent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent. 
